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PER CURI AM

Abrehet A Amlesom a female native and citizen of
Eritrea, petitions for review of the Board of |Inmm gration Appeals’
(“BIA”) summary affirnmance of an inmgration judge’ s denial of her
applications for asylum w thholding of renoval, protection under
the United Nations’ Convention Against Torture, and voluntary
departure. W deny the petition for review

On appeal, Amlesomraises challenges to the inmgration
judge’ s determ nation that she failed to establish her eligibility
for asylum To obtain reversal of a determ nation denying
eligibility for relief, an alien “nmust show that the evidence he
presented was so conpelling that no reasonable factfinder could
fail to find the requisite fear of persecution.” NS V.

El i as- Zacarias, 502 U S. 478, 483-84 (1992). See also Blanco de

Bel bruno v. Ashcroft, 362 F.3d 272, 284 (4th GCr. 2004)

(imm gration judge’s deni al of asyl umuphel d “unl ess any reasonabl e
adj udi cator would be conpelled to conclude to the contrary”).
Adm nistrative findings of fact are conclusive unless any
reasonabl e adjudicator would be conpelled to conclude to the
contrary. 8 U S.C. 8§ 1252(b)(4)(B) (2000). W have reviewed the
evi dence of record and concl ude that Am esomfails to showthat the
evi dence conpels a contrary result. Accordingly, we cannot grant

the relief AmM esom seeks.



Addi tionally, we uphold the i mm gration judge’ s deni al of
Aml esonis applications for w thholding of renoval and protection
under the Convention Against Torture. To qualify for w thhol ding
of renoval, an applicant nust denonstrate “a clear probability of

persecution.” |INSv. Cardoza-Fonseca, 480 U S. 421, 430-31 (1987).

To obtain relief under the Conventi on Agai nst Torture, an applicant
must establish that “it is nore likely than not that he or she
woul d be tortured if renoved to the proposed country of renoval.”
8 CF.R 8 1208.16(c)(2) (2003). Based on our review of the
record, we find that Aml esomhas failed to neet either one of these
st andar ds.

Accordingly, we deny the petition for review W
di spense with oral argunent because the facts and | egal contentions
are adequately presented in the materials before the court and

argunment woul d not aid the decisional process.
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